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be both resulting in the absence of any activity. Further,
if the distinction between the valid and the invalid is imm-
ediately or'directly apprehended, this problem itself cannot
arise. Whether there is difference or absence of confused
mixing between the pramana vyakti and the apramana
vyakti, there cannot be any distinction between the activi-
ties. The pramana jnana and the apramana jnana are
directly the causes of activity. As such they should be
known if we accept that both are 'svatah' (self-valid).

(2) The second view also is faulty. Only when there
is knowledge6 you can discuss their validity or non-validity,
This knowledge is devoid of any such distinction; and such
a knowledge cannot be apprehended. There is no knowle-
dge which is neither valid nor non-vaUd-

i) Is validity known externally ? ii) or is it not
known ?  In the former alternative  ia) is it known
through 'karanaguna jnana'' ? or  ib) through 'artha
kriyasamvada jnana9 ?

It cannot be  (ia)- If it is apprehended to be valid
because it arises from the 'karana guna'y then to establish
the validi'.y of the 'guna janyatva jnana' we require another
such 'ganajanyatva Jnana'. In this way we are led to a
regress. If the validity of the 'guna jnana' is not establis-
hed, there cannot be any activity; otherwise even without
this 'gunajnana, the first jnana must lead to activity.

Does validity arise as per the emergance of know-
ledge ? or along with knowledge ?  It cannot be the for-
mer, since jnana being momentary, it does not exist when